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Abstract
This article explores inclusive and exclusive perceptions within early years practice settings in England.  Inclusion is understood to involve the acknowledgement and celebration of difference, rather than its problematisation.  A deficit-based discourse regarding diversity is challenged and the concept of diversity gain is explored within this context.  A small scale, scoping study was undertaken involving seven early years practice settings.  The study involved the use of a critical communicative methodological approach due to its focus on exploration and listening with a view to understanding.  The results and data analysis supplied three key findings.  Firstly, it was shown that practitioners are able to articulate their understanding of diversity gain and a desire for inclusion to a far greater extent than the parents involved in the settings.  Secondly, it was shown that parental involvement within the settings is fundamental to authentic inclusion.  Finally, it was shown that practitioners felt that there was a distinct lack of resources, including funding, time and expertise, to support inclusive practice appropriately.  
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Introduction
The notion of inclusive early education and care is of importance at local, national and international levels in schools and community-based settings.  The concept of inclusion has multiple meanings and associations, articulated through a range of definitions proffered by theorists, leaders, practitioners and policy-makers (Devarakonda 2013).  Due to this, the true nature of inclusion is disputed, resulting in implementation becoming problematic (Derrick 2011).  Understandings of inclusion often only focuses on aspects related to ethnicity, or disability, or gender, however, for the remit of this paper, the definition has been broadened to include any and all factors of difference, including for example socio-economic status or body size or the expression of family engaged.  These additional aspects are often overlooked but can play a profound role in terms of exclusive views and practices.  Within England there is an increasing sense that inclusion in the early years should primarily seek to understand, respect and celebrate the rights of every child within a specific context where ‘diversity is assumed, welcomed and viewed as a rich resource rather than seen as a problem,’ (Booth, Nes & Stromstad 2003, 2).  This evolving focus leaves the concept of inclusion open to subjective interpretation somewhat, as the focus relies on the practitioner acknowledging the unique qualities of every child rather than problematizing the “issues” of a few (Owen in Palaiologou 2016).  This article will explore the subjective nature of inclusive perceptions held by practitioners and parents within early years settings.  A small scale, scoping study undertaken in England involving seven early years practice settings will be documented.       

LITERATURE REVIEW
There has been a significant focus on the creation of international policy regarding the issue of inclusion, in reference to a whole range of categories of difference, which has implications for practice within the English context. The Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) set the foundation for future policy creation concerning the inclusion agenda (Mannan et al. 2012).  The United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (ratified in the UK in 1991) has also informed policy evolution by seeking to ensure the civil, political, economic, social, health and cultural rights of all children (Burman 1996).  Within England these international mandates have been interpreted through legislation and policy in a variety of guises.  These include The Children Act (2004) which sought to ensure a multi-professional approach to the support of all children’s needs to negate the impact of any exclusionary factors (Reid 2005).  In addition, The Equality Act (2010) sought to stipulate that all children of every race should be treated as equal and practice should not discriminate in terms of a child’s heritage (Hepple 2010).  The Child Poverty Act (2010) was introduced to support children from lower socio-economic situations with a view to eradicating child poverty by the year 2020 (Kennedy 2014).  The Children and Families Act (2014) further defined the inclusion agenda by focusing upon the provision of opportunity for all children to participate in all aspects of life (Bainham & Gilmore 2015).  This was further clarified through the Special Educational Needs and Disability Code of Practice (2015), which provided guidance for the outworking of the Children and Families Act (2014), particularly in regard to provision for all children with special educational needs and disabilities (Kennedy 2015).   The updated version of the Early Years Foundation Stage (2014) clearly dictated that settings should provide equality of opportunity for all children.  It unequivocally prioritised anti-discriminatory practice with a desire to support the inclusion of all children as active citizens (Baker 2013).
To conclude, the international mandates concerning inclusion have been interpreted through legislation and policy, within an English context, in a variety of ways.  The definitions used to describe inclusion are usually coherent, however, as Derrick (2011) describes the effectiveness of such policy is often lacking due to the focus in the educational system on the achievement of standards.  Ball supports this by stating, ‘It is clearly necessary to dismantle systems of assessment and related incentives that encourage schools to focus their attention on some students and neglect others. Forms of assessment which rate students according to standardised age-related criteria that encourage “teaching to the test” and ignore that children learn at different speeds and in different ways should be done away with,’ (2013: 4).  Thus the focus on achievement and the mitigation of academic “failure” will always work to negate authentic inclusion by seeking to problematise difference.
Much of the rhetoric of international and national policy is common to a range of early years settings, however, it is the individuals involved in the settings (the practitioners, the parents and the children) whose subjective interpretation in response to the demands of the sector, determined by personal viewpoints, will dictate the level to which reliable inclusive activity truly operates (Ballard 2003).  As Devarakonda details, ‘The policy cascading from global to national, and then to regional to local and then to the early childhood setting will lead to the policy being diluted and perhaps misinterpreted,’ (2013, 4).  It is this interpretation of policy at a local level within an English context that forms the motivation behind this research project.
Until recently, in England, inclusion was often understood to involve the facilitation of the presence of a specific child within a specific practice setting.  The focus prioritised the importance of providing high quality provision as a means to ensuring inclusion (Dunn 1993; Howes 1992).  This was usually associated with children with special educational needs (Bailey et al. 1998; Buysee et al. 1998; Ainscow 1999).  The view was adopted that as long as the child, who was different in some way, was present, then they were included.  Yet lately there has been a move to critique this understanding (Sharma et al. 2008; Nutbrown & Clough 2013).  Ensuring a child has access to a practice setting simply causes the child to be present, it does not ensure that they are included (Corbett 2001).  Therefore recent thought involves the recognition that authentic inclusion of the child involves the appreciation of the unique needs of every child (Beacham & Rouse 2012; Graham & Slee 2008). Inclusion has become concerned with acknowledging and overcoming barriers to participation experienced by all children ensuring the protection of all children’s rights (Bernstein 1996). Thus “the poor child,” “the Special Educational Needs and Disability (SEND) child,” “the ethnic minority child,” or whichever other label we give to a child to distinguish what society has defined as non-normality, is welcomed as part of the diverse environment that the practice setting is seeking to foster (Riddell & Weedon 2010; Owen in Palaiologou 2016).  In truly inclusive contexts diversity is understood as a rich asset to the development of the environment created (Purdue et al. 2009).  It is this premise that forms the basis of this study and informs the choice of theoretical framework engaged.   

The framework of understanding utilised is developed from the concept of “Deaf Gain,” first introduced by Bauman and Murray (2009).  This understanding seeks to challenge the deficit based discourse that disability, and deafness in particular, does not fit society’s interpretation of what is normal.  Thus Bauman and Murray challenge the socially constructed, negative attributes assigned to individuals with a disability.
	Deafness has long been viewed as a hearing loss – an absence, a void, a lack.  It is virtually impossible to think of deafness without thinking of loss.  And yet Deaf people do not often consider their lives to be defined by loss.  Rather, there is something present in the lives of Deaf people, something full and complete, (Bauman & Murray 2009, 3).
Thus, Bauman and Murray (2009) show that, by valuing the sensory and cognitive difference that deafness brings to human experience, this aspect of human diversity is seen as a positive, which clearly contributes to the greater good of humanity.  Garland-Thomson (2012) develops this challenge of the deficit based discourse by extending this understanding to all disability.  Thus instead of viewing disability as an inconvenience that is life-limiting and disqualifies individuals from full participation, Garland-Thomson (2012) instead views disability as a rich resource for the enhancement of the cultural and material aspects of all human experience.  ‘[This] framework refuses the dominant understanding of disability as a deficit to be tolerated and protected and seeks to bring forward the benefit disability brings to the human community,” (Garland-Thomson 2012, 343).  This research project seeks to build on this previously established theoretical framework of understanding.  Thus instead of interpreting diversity, involving disability plus all other aspects of the diverse human race, as variations of or interruptions from a standard, prescribed “normal,” diversity is instead understood as a rich resource, a “gain,” that if truly appreciated benefits all humankind.         

In relation to the acceptance of diversity in the early years within English contexts, there has been a recent desire within the literature to move from the utilisation of prescribed practices associated with children with a particular set of needs, for example those labelled as SEND (Bailey et al. 1998; Buysse et al. 1998; Ainscow 1999).  Instead, the desired focus lies with each child’s, parent’s and practitioner’s personal, subjective understanding of the value of diversity and inclusion (Nutbrown and Clough 2013; Beacham & Rouse 2012).  In this respect, understandings regarding inclusion are conceived as organic and inclusive practice is understood as the continual evolution of each individual’s framework of reference in an attempt to become more inclusive (Devarakonda 2013).  According to this perspective, authentic inclusive practice cannot be imposed or dictated as genuine inclusion originates from personal perception rather than prescribed behaviour (Stoiber et al. 1998; Anders & Evans, 1994).  An early years practice setting that creates an environment where the worldview of each child, parent and practitioner is welcomed, challenged and developed, in regard to the inclusion of all children, ensures the advancement of inclusive practice (Owen in Palaiologou 2016).   
If we can re-orientate our attention to the concept of inclusion (by challenging our own preconceptions), we can perhaps move from seeing inclusion as a set of practicalities to seeing it as an attitude of mind and will, for practicalities of inclusion are merely imported remedies that “compensate” for a “normal” worldview, (Nutbrown & Clough 2013, 3).    
Supporting each individual to share their experiences, needs and attitudes regarding diversity through the means of open dialogue supports the creation of an environment where genuine inclusive practice can be fostered (Stoiber et al. 1998).  This inclusive environment, which can be uncomfortable and “messy,” creates a safe space for the honest exploration of attitudes and beliefs with the aim of developing practices that support the achievement of inclusive outcomes for all of the children involved (Peck et al. 1993; York et al. 1992).  When the dialogue engaged originates from an understanding that difference enriches rather than erodes, when diversity is judged as a gain rather than a loss, then genuine strategies that enable the participation of all develop (Owen in Palaiologou 2016). 

For the remit of this research project, therefore, diversity was understood as a gain rather than a loss.  Inclusion was positioned as a concept that involves the full participation of all children within a defined setting by seeking to explore the factors that exclude (Nutbrown & Clough 2013).  Exclusion is termed as the creation of barriers that prevent children from experiencing full acceptance, participation and learning (Booth & Ainscow 2011).  These barriers can be physical, social, cultural, economic, attitudinal and pedagogical and it is the appreciation of these barriers in respect to all children that is of importance within an inclusive setting (Purdue et al. 2009).  The aim of the research was to appreciate the subjective views held by parents and early years practitioners by exploring the attitudes regarding the value of diversity articulated (Stoiber et al. 1998). This was undertaken through the means of a scoping study that explored the inclusive and exclusive perceptions within English early years contexts.

DATA AND METHODS

Aims and Research Design
The aim of this study was to analyse the perspectives of parents and practitioners in relation to the value of difference within the practice setting.  The study, therefore sought to answer the questions:
	Is inclusive practice of value to all children in early years settings?
	What perspectives and practices support inclusion / exclusion in early years settings?
	Who should / shouldn’t be included in early years settings?
	Who is responsible for authentic inclusive practice in early years settings?
The research was designed to gather the opinions of a range of stakeholders in an attempt to address these questions and to identify any difference between the stakeholders involved.  

Participants
There were 8 practitioners involved in the study; the umbrella term of practitioner was employed to include professionally qualified teachers, early years professionals and unqualified volunteer staff.  The research was undertaken at 5 community-based, parent and toddler groups in the North-West of England.  These groups were organised and led by community volunteers, who were either trained early years professionals or were unqualified.  The age of these volunteers varied from 35 years to 60 years.  All were female and had been working with parents and children in their early years for 5+ years.  The community-based groups were organised with the aim to provide opportunity for young children (0-4 years) and their parents to socialise, play and for the parents to receive informal parenting support.  Thus within these settings the parents stayed with their child and engaged with the other parents, children and leaders within the setting.  The research was also undertaken in 2 school-based, Reception (F1) classes (for children aged 4-5 years).  The school-based classes were led by qualified teachers and followed the Early Years Foundation Stage framework that sets out learning, development and care standards for children in their early years.  Within these settings the parents dropped their children outside the classroom in the morning and collected them from outside the classroom in the afternoon.  The parents were invited into the school on various occasions during the academic year, including assemblies, student-progress meetings, to assist with school trips and some of the parents volunteered to hear children read within the setting.  There were two teachers involved, aged between of 25 years and 36 years.  Both were female and had been working with parents and children in their early years for 5+ years.  

There were 20 parents involved in the study – these were the parents of the children who attended the community-based, parent and toddler groups or the school-based, Reception class.  All parent participants were female and were aged 21 years to 40 years.  The community-based groups and the schools were all located within one locality in the North-West of England.  The nature of the demographic for parents living in this geographic location, in terms of the Income Deprivation Affecting Children Index 2015 (IDACI), involved more than half being classified as living in deprived households (DoC&LG 2015).  Additionally, 7% of the mothers living in this context were non UK-born, in comparison to the 28% average in England (ONS 2016a).  Of the births in this context registered in the year of the study 23% were registered by parents who were not living with a partner at the time of the birth, in comparison to a 15% average for England (ONS 2016b).  These statistics represent the demographic context of the parent participants involved in the study.  

Methodology and method 
A research methodology was required that would support the practitioners and parents in the sample to share their experiences, needs and attitudes.  Open dialogue, within a safe space, was required and so to undertake this exploration a qualitative study was engaged.  A critical communicative methodological approach was employed due to its focus on listening with a view to understanding.  This methodology was evolved in the late 1900s to support the ongoing dialogue between society and the sciences. The approach was formulated from the ideas of Habermas (1987), who prioritised the importance of all participants contributing to the construction of knowledge.  This technique places importance upon individuals who through dialogue and discussion can transform their social reality (Niemela 2015).  The aim of the approach is to gather the experience of the system and the experience of the reality (Habermas 1987).  In this case the “system” is the overarching inclusion policy as previously detailed and the “reality” is the subjective views of the practitioners and parents in the early years settings, in terms of their personal views regarding the value of inclusion.  

The focus of the critical communicative methodological approach is a respectful questioning and exploration of perceptions through amiable dialogue (Puigvert, Christou & Holford 2012).  The notion of being critical in this respect is to explore, uncover and learn from, rather than dismissively pull apart, the perceptions of the participants.  Additionally, the notion of communication is about honest listening, frank discussion and informed debate, which is undertaken on an equal level between the researcher and the participant (Flecha & Gomez 2004).  Often within this methodological approach qualitative methods are employed as these techniques seek to capture the dialogical approach most successfully (Gomez, Puigvert & Flecha 2011).     

The method employed with the adult participants (practitioners and parents) in this research project was informal interviews involving some initial open-ended questions to support what was hoped to develop into a vulnerable and frank discussion between the interviewer and participant.  This dialogue was therefore prompted by the interviewer, in terms of the subject for discussion, but was ultimately led by the participant.  The themes for the questions included:
Theme 1: Perspectives on the value of inclusion
Theme 2: Perspectives on what hindered inclusion in early childhood education and care settings
Theme 3: Perspectives on what supported inclusion in early childhood education and care settings
Theme 3: Perspectives on who and what inclusion involves
Theme 4: Perspectives on the participants’ role for inclusion 

A semi-structured interview schedule was utilised for the initial part of the conversation to promote dialogue, however, the aim was to support open discussion in relation to key themes of inclusive and exclusive perceptions.  The interviewer abandoned the schedule as early as possible within the process to promote authentic dialogue and listening that suited the participant’s agenda in relation to the subject.  The desire of the interviewer was to allow the participant to lead to enable authentic dialogue to emerge.  The interviews took place in a quiet space within the toddler group or school premises and were recorded and transcribed.  

Ethics of the Study
The ethical dimensions of this study were a key concern throughout the course of the research project to ensure that the participants were treated as valuable subjects with rights rather than inanimate objects to be examined (EECERA Ethical Code 2015).  Full ethical clearance for the study, from the researcher’s sponsoring University, was achieved before the research project was undertaken.  The ethical principles observed, to ensure that the study was undertaken in a responsible and ethical fashion, included ensuring all participants’ right to self-determination and all participants’ right to full disclosure through the submission of informed consent.  By this means participants were made fully aware of their involvement in the study and were given the opportunity to cease their involvement at any stage of the research process.  Appropriate confidentiality procedures were implemented throughout the study with an aim to ensure anonymity (Guillemin & Gillam 2004).

Analysis of Data
Once the data had been collected, the findings for the parents and practitioners were analysed separately and then findings were compared.  The transcripts were analysed using inductive qualitative content analysis to code the information (Elo & Kyngas 2008).  The aim of this coding process was to capture the qualitative richness of the perspectives explored and to organise the data appropriately so that themes could be identified (Fereday & Muir-Cochrane 2006).  These themes were then categorised under key headings in order to articulate the findings (Elo & Kyngas 2008).  Quotations from the interviews, which reinforced these key findings, were then extracted from the data to evidence any interpretation.
Table 1.1: Example of coding system used
Key Finding Heading	Themes	Quotes
Parental involvement is crucial to authentic inclusive practice	Parents felt they learnt more about their own children (in terms of difference) when involved with the setting	I feel really supported by the leaders of the group.  They help me to know how to support my child.  I’m not sure what I would do without it [the community toddler group]. I’m on the toddler group steering committee and so I’m involved in the decisions that are made.  This has been really good.  My child has special needs.  The more time we’ve spent in the group the more I’ve seen how he responds in the group … I am able to bring my perspective to the decisions that are being made [in the committee].
	Parents felt they learnt more about other children (in terms of difference) when involved with the setting	I’ve learnt a lot about children with Down’s Syndrome since getting to know [Child’s name].Here we all get along together.  Everyone’s different … but that’s helped me.It’s good to see how other children are and how other parents are.
	Practitioners struggled to fully implement inclusive practices when parents were not engaged with the setting	When parents don’t engage they sometimes complain about things … like maybe they feel their child isn’t getting enough one to one attention … because they don’t see the bigger picture.  We have some parents who sit on their own and don’t engage with the rest of the group.  It’s hard to know what to do to include them … there might be a reason why they don’t want to engage.Some parents just don’t turn up … maybe they’re too busy … we keep offering ways for them to be included and hope they will.
	Practitioners valued the relationships that were built with parents who engaged (with a view to inclusive practice)	We meet with the parents two times a year to discuss their child’s support and progress and talk about any concerns that they may have … Working with parents is important.The parents stay with the children during the session - this really helps as we get to know our parents well.  They feedback things we could do differently and ways we could support the specific needs of their child.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Practitioners articulated their understanding of “diversity gain” to a far greater extent than parents
The first key finding was that most practitioners were able to articulate their understanding of “diversity gain” (although this term was not utilised by practitioners) to a far greater extent than most of the parents.  Practitioners working within an English context operate in increasingly diverse situations where emphasis has been placed upon inclusive practice.  Therefore the majority of practitioners are well informed as to the need for inclusion as it is understood to be a requirement of professional practice and therefore they seek to engage inclusive activity within their practice.  This supports the work of Dunn (1993) and Howes (1992) who emphasise the prioritisation of the importance of providing high quality provision to ensure inclusion.  Whether true inclusive practice takes place is a different matter but the practitioners in this study were clearly able to articulate their desire for inclusive practice in response to the requirements placed upon them as a professional.

The qualitative data that supports this finding included:
‘Our community is quite deprived.  We provide breakfast for the parents and the children as often they haven’t eaten when they arrive.  This supports the integration of individuals who sometimes don’t have money for breakfast,’ (Practitioner Interview, 2015).

‘Making each child feel welcome and accepted is important.  We work hard to make that happen.  Being accessible to all of the local community is important to us,’ (Practitioner Interview, 2015).

‘It’s important that we are accessible to a wide range of families.  This adds value to our group,’ (Practitioner Interview, 2015).

‘We have one Grandfather who brings his disabled child, [James].  It’s just as important for the other children in the group to build a relationship with [James] as it is for [James] to build a relationship with them,’ (Practitioner Interview, 2015).   

‘Some of our parents have so much going on.  They challenge me! It reminds me that life is very different for lots of people,’ (Practitioner Interview, 2015).

‘We encourage the families from ethic minority groups to come into school.  To share their culture,’ (Practitioner Interview, 2015).

The research found that the majority of parents were less able to articulate their desire for inclusion when they were asked to discuss their views about the inclusion of children who were “different” to their own.  The reasons for this could be divided into two groups.  The first involved the group of parents who had not thought through the need for inclusion before and therefore struggled to articulate their views on the subject.  The second involved the group of parents who felt some aspects of inclusion were not appropriate.  Their concern often lay with the amount of time a “different” child may require, which could detract from the time their child would receive from practitioners.  This view originates from the deficit based discourse challenged by Bauman and Murray (2009) in regard to deafness and by Garland-Thomson (2012) in regard to disability.  Practitioners reflected that these fundamental beliefs were sometimes voiced within the home and therefore had an influence upon the parent’s and children’s attitudes within the setting. 

The qualitative data that supports this finding included:
‘I’ve never really thought about it.  I’m too busy looking after my kids to think about it,’ (Parent Interview, 2015). 

‘I’m not sure.  The children who attend [our school] are all very similar.  They have the same background,’ (Parent Interview, 2015).

‘I know some of the children have special needs - it worries me how much time they demand from the teacher,’ (Parent Interview, 2015).

‘Some of the children from [the local social housing] estate are really badly behaved.  Their parents have different values …  This has an effect on my child,’ (Parent Interview, 2015).

The first key finding of this study was that the practitioners were able to articulate their appreciation of “diversity gain” and their desire for inclusion to a far greater extent than the parents.

Parental involvement is crucial to authentic inclusive practice 
The second key finding of this study was that parental involvement was understood by the majority of both practitioners and parents to be crucial to authentic inclusive practice.  This supports Stoiber et al. (1998) who propose the notion that genuine inclusion originates from personal perceptions, which can be informed by experience.  By being involved in the practice settings the parents are provided the opportunity to appreciate diversity and the benefit it brings to their child and the practice setting in general.    

The data highlights the value that both sets of participants placed on this intervention.  In practice this involved a range of activity, including parental involvement in the setting to support the practitioners (for example supporting children with their reading in a Reception class or joining the children on class trips); parent and practitioner meetings to discuss the level of support required by a child; parental attendance at the session with their child (for example community-based toddler groups); and parental invitation to special events, assemblies and end of year celebrations.  This involvement was understood to negate some exclusionary factors as beliefs concerning inclusion are conceived, by Devarakonda (2013), as organic and inclusive practice is understood as the continual evolution of each practitioner and parent’s framework of understanding.  By including parents in the setting the facilitation of the authentic inclusion of all children can be undertaken effectively as there is the opportunity to increase parental and practitioner appreciation of the barriers that exclude (Purdue et al 2009).   

The qualitative data that supports this finding included:
‘We meet with the parents three times a year to discuss their child’s support and progress and talk about any concerns that they may have … Working with parents is important,’ (Practitioner Interview, 2015).

‘The parents stay with the children during the session - this really helps as we get to know our parents well.  They feedback things we could do differently and ways we could support the specific needs of their child,’ (Practitioner Interview, 2015).

‘When parents don’t engage they sometimes complain about things … like maybe they feel their child isn’t getting enough one to one attention … because they don’t see the bigger picture,’ (Practitioner Interview, 2015).  

‘We have some parents who sit on their own and don’t engage with the rest of the group.  It’s hard to know what to do to include them … there might be a reason why they don’t want to engage,’ (Practitioner Interview, 2015).

‘Some parents just don’t turn up … maybe they’re too busy … we keep offering ways to include them and hope they will,’ (Practitioner Interview, 2015).

‘I feel really supported by the leaders of the group.  They help me to know how to support my child.  I’m not sure what I would do without it [the community toddler group],’ (Parent Interview, 2015). 

‘I’m on the toddler group steering committee and so I’m involved in the decisions that are made.  This has been really good.  My child has special needs.  The more time we’ve spent in the group the more I’ve seen how he responds in the group … I am able to bring my perspective to the decisions that are being made [in the committee],’ (Parent Interview, 2015).

‘I’ve learnt a lot about children with Down’s Syndrome since getting to know [Child’s name],’ (Parent Interview, 2015).

‘Here we all get along together.  Everyone’s different … but that’s helped me,’ (Parent Interview, 2015).

‘It’s good to see how other children are and how other parents are,’ (Parent Interview, 2015).

The second key finding of this study was that parental involvement was understood by both practitioners and parents to be crucial to authentic inclusive practice.

Practitioners felt there was a lack of resources to support inclusive practice.
The third key finding of this study was that practitioners felt that there was a distinct lack of resources to support inclusive practice appropriately.  This lack of resource was wide ranging and had a variety of ramifications.  In terms of funding, an example included a practitioner expressing the lack of funds necessary to finance extra staff members to support children with additional needs.  In relation to time, an example included a practitioner stating that they did not have the time to meet extensively with each parent to listen and develop inclusive practices specific to each child.  This finding is challenged by Stoiber et al (1998) who advocate the sharing of needs and experiences through open dialogue to support the creation of an environment conducive to inclusive practice.  In the research, this led to a few of the parents vocalising that they did not feel included or consulted.  Also in regard to expertise, an example included a practitioner feeling that they did not have the ability to further relationships with families from differing cultural backgrounds, particularly when the mother tongue of the country was not the primary language used.  

The qualitative data that supports this finding included:
‘We rely on teaching assistants to support the children in the class with additional needs but they don’t always have the skills required,’ (Practitioner Interview, 2015).

‘The funding doesn’t go far enough.  We’d love to do more with families but there isn’t the time or the money,’ (Practitioner Interview, 2015).

‘I think funding’s a problem - I’m sure the school would like to do more but they can’t,’ (Parent Interview, 2015).  

‘We work with volunteers who are often unqualified.  They sometimes don’t have an appreciation of the complex needs of some of our families,’ (Practitioner Interview, 2015).

‘Building trust with our families takes time.  It’s hard to find that time when there are so many demands on us,’ (Practitioner Interview, 2015). 

The third key finding of this study was that practitioners felt that there was a distinct lack of resources to support inclusive practice appropriately.

CONCLUSION
Inclusion is a priority embedded in recent policy within the United Kingdom.  True inclusive practice stems from the perceptions regarding “diversity gain” of everyone involved in the setting and it is the resultant culture that dictates whether authentic inclusion is truly achieved.  In England every child in their early years has the right to be included and it is the responsibility of the adults involved in a setting to ensure that this right is recognised and upheld.  Fundamental to this recognition is an understanding of difference that rejects a notion of deficit and, instead, values difference as a necessary component to the enhancement of all early years settings.

The aim of this scoping study was to appreciate the subjective views held by parents and practitioners within English early years contexts regarding inclusion by exploring the attitudes articulated. This study has revealed some key findings that seek to inform the ongoing discussion concerning the authentic inclusion of all children within early years settings. Firstly, it has been shown that the practitioners are able to articulate their appreciation of “diversity gain” and their desire for inclusion to a far greater extent than parents.  There is some fundamental work that needs to take place to support parents to understand the benefit of their children developing within a diverse environment.  The understanding that “my child will miss out” if there is a child with special educational needs in the class or if there is a child from a different cultural background in the group must be explored.  The challenge involves supporting parents to experience diversity as a rich resource for the enhancement of the cultural and material aspects of their child’s experience.  

Secondly, it has been shown that parental involvement is fundamental to authentic inclusion.  Families have a unique, personalised understanding of their requirements from a setting and thus involving parents will support settings to achieve authentic inclusion.  The second finding clearly aligns with the challenge of the first.  If the practitioners in the setting can involve parents then parents will have an opportunity to experience the value of diversity for their children first hand.  The fostering of conversation, the provision of experience and the building of relationship with parents from diverse groups, including the “ethnic-minority mum”, “the SEN carer”, “the poor dad,” can support parental education regarding the value of diversity.  Finally, it has been shown that practitioners feel that there is a distinct lack of resources, including funding, time and expertise, to support inclusive practice fully and appropriately.  This final finding, sadly, has an impact on the second finding.  Fostering appropriate relationships with parents takes time and resources.  As funding is cut, provision is limited and the number of trained professionals decreases, this limits the effect practitioners can have in terms of supporting inclusive environments.    

The intention of this study was to engage a small scale scoping study.  The conclusions that have been made can only be generalised to a small number of community toddler groups and school Reception classes within the Northwest of England.  This limitation of the study is to be addressed by developing this scoping study into a larger scale, comparative research project.  The aim is to investigate these findings by comparing the experiences of parents and practitioners in a far larger sample involving a range of national locations to further inform this discussion concerning the notion of “diversity gain” within English early years contexts.      
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